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So if you vote for Senator Murphy's move to move the bill
back don't do it for the reason that he gave you because
the reason the attorney gave him is incorrect. If you
look 1n your b111 book you' ll see that on the green copy
the original of the bill was to amend Section 24-524. If
you look at the amendment that was adopted on the floor
you' ll see that it deals with an entirely different section
of statute which 1s not small claims.

So, Senator Murphy, was your reason for offering th1s
amendment the idea that it was incorrect because it men
tioned attorneys and attorneys are not used in small claims
court? Was that the main reason you offered the amendment?

SENATOR MURPHY: Senator Chambers, that would be a portion
of 1t in as much as a small claims court does come under
the county court. It also would extend the provision of
pr1vacy in eliminating the postcard service to the other
courts, which I really thought was your original intent.
This would facilitate it. Would make it possible that no
longer would postcard notice be given under any court.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Thank you. Members of the Legislature,
I won't argue the 1ssue. The amendment itself was argued
the other day. The reasons for the certified mail were
given to ensure that a notice was actually sent to the 1ndi
vidual. There is great carelessness in giv1ng people no
t i ce .

To be very brief the amendment that was adopted says that
after a Judgement has been entered against a person in his
or her absence, w1th1n three days of the entry of that Judge
ment a certified notice would have to be sent to the person
against whom the Judgement was entered.

I say again, the rationale for the amendment, given to
Senator Murphy, is incorrect. This bill is not altering
the procedures in the small cla1ms court. I think the
bill should not be moved back.

P RESIDENT: S e na to r L u e d t k e .

SENATOR LUEDTKE: Mr. President, members of the Legislature.
If what Senator Chambers says is true, and I think 1t 1s,
then it's all the more reason why the bill ought to be
moved back. LB 425 is a b111 that attempted to deal with
the small claims court. Certainly, that is why the mis
apprehension about whether this service of notice applies
to the small claims court. I th1nk everybody was of the
opinion that it applied only to small cla1ms court without
checking 24-537, which was the 1973 law brought up on Judge
ments which, as Senator Chambers says correctly, relates
to other Judgements. This was an attempt to sl1p 1nto a
bill, dealing with the small claims court, something which
was not intended at all and upon which there was no public
hearing .

I would, for that reason alone, say it should be moved back.

PRESIDENT: Senator Barnett.


